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Summary 

Introduction 
%RQQHYLOOH�3RZHU�$GPLQLVWUDWLRQ��%3$��LV�D�IHGHUDO�SRZHU�PDUNHWLQJ�DJHQF\�XQGHU�WKH�8�6��
'HSDUWPHQW�RI�(QHUJ\��'2(��WKDW�LV�UHVSRQVLEOH�IRU�PDUNHWLQJ�HOHFWULFDO�SRZHU�WR�XWLOLW\��
LQGXVWULDO��DQG�RWKHU�FXVWRPHUV�LQ�WKH�3DFLILF�1RUWKZHVW��SXUVXDQW�WR�WKH�%RQQHYLOOH�3URMHFW�
$FW�RI�������WKH�3DFLILF�1RUWKZHVW�(OHFWULF�3RZHU�3ODQQLQJ�DQG�&RQVHUYDWLRQ�$FW�RI������
�3XEOLF�/DZ�>3/@���������1RUWKZHVW�3RZHU�$FW���DQG�RWKHU�VWDWXWHV���,Q�DGGLWLRQ�WR�
PDUNHWLQJ�SRZHU�IURP�WKH�IHGHUDO�K\GUR�V\VWHP�LQ�WKH�3DFLILF�1RUWKZHVW��%3$�SXUFKDVHV�
DQG�PDUNHWV�SRZHU�IURP�RWKHU�JHQHUDWLRQ�VRXUFHV�LQ�WKH�UHJLRQ�WR�DGHTXDWHO\�VHUYH�LWV�
FXVWRPHUV��DV�UHTXLUHG�E\�VWDWXWH���%3$�DOVR�RZQV�DQG�RSHUDWHV�RYHU��������PLOHV�RI�KLJK�
YROWDJH�WUDQVPLVVLRQ�OLQHV�WKDW�PRYH�SRZHU�IURP�JHQHUDWLRQ�UHVRXUFHV�WR�HOHFWULF�XWLOLWLHV�
DQG�GLUHFW�VHUYLFH�LQGXVWULHV���%3$�HQFRXUDJHV�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�UHQHZDEOH�HQHUJ\�
UHVRXUFHV�LQ�WKH�3DFLILF�1RUWKZHVW�WR�PHHW�FXVWRPHU�GHPDQG�IRU�SRZHU��GLYHUVLI\�LWV�
UHVRXUFH�SRUWIROLR��DQG�PHHW�LWV�REOLJDWLRQV�XQGHU�WKH�1RUWKZHVW�3RZHU�$FW��

'HUHJXODWLRQ�RI�WKH�HOHFWULF�LQGXVWU\�DQG�VXEVHTXHQW�HQHUJ\�VXSSO\�LVVXHV�KDYH�HPSKDVL]HG�
WKH�QHHG�IRU�QHZ�DQG�GLYHUVH�HQHUJ\�VRXUFHV�LQ�%3$·V�VHUYLFH�DUHD��WKH�3DFLILF�1RUWKZHVW���
5HQHZDEOH�UHVRXUFHV�OLNH�ZLQG�ZRXOG�QRW�RQO\�KHOS�GLYHUVLI\�%3$·V�HQHUJ\�UHVRXUFH�
SRUWIROLR��EXW�DUH�SUHIHUUHG�E\�PDQ\�FRQVXPHUV�FRQFHUQHG�DERXW�HQYLURQPHQWDO�HIIHFWV�RI�
RWKHU�SRZHU�VRXUFHV���%3$�KDV�PDUNHWHG�RXWSXW�IURP�UHQHZDEOH�SRZHU�SURMHFWV�DV�´JUHHQ�
SRZHUµ�WR�VDWLVI\�GHPDQG�IURP�WKHVH�FRQVXPHUV�DQG�WR�LQFUHDVH�WKH�DPRXQW�RI�UHQHZDEOH�
HQHUJ\�UHVRXUFHV�LQ�WKH�UHJLRQ·V�SRZHU�VXSSO\���7KH�1RUWKZHVW�3RZHU�3ODQQLQJ�&RXQFLO·V�
�1:33&��)RXUWK�&RQVHUYDWLRQ�DQG�(OHFWULF�3RZHU�3ODQ�UHFRPPHQGHG�WKDW�1RUWKZHVW�
XWLOLWLHV�RIIHU�JUHHQ�SRZHU�SXUFKDVH�RSSRUWXQLWLHV�DV�D�ZD\�WR�KHOS�WKH�UHJLRQ�LQWHJUDWH�
UHQHZDEOH�UHVRXUFHV�LQWR�WKH�SRZHU�V\VWHP�LQ�WKH�IXWXUH��

,Q�)HEUXDU\�������:DVKLQJWRQ�:LQGV�,QF����WKH�SURMHFW�GHYHORSHU��VXEPLWWHG�D�SURSRVDO�WR�
%3$�IRU�D�VLWH�QRUWK�RI�WKH�FLWLHV�RI�6XQQ\VLGH�DQG�3URVVHU�LQ�:DVKLQJWRQ�ZKHUH�ZLQG�
SRZHU�IDFLOLWLHV�FRXOG�EH�GHYHORSHG���$IWHU�FRQVLGHULQJ�SUHOLPLQDU\�LQIRUPDWLRQ��%3$�
GHFLGHG�WR�H[DPLQH�WKH�SURSRVHG�SURMHFW�DQG�FRQVLGHU�SXUFKDVLQJ�DQG�WUDQVPLWWLQJ�SRZHU�
IURP�WKH�SURMHFW���7KH�SURMHFW�GHYHORSHU�DOVR�VXEPLWWHG�&RQGLWLRQDO�8VH�3HUPLW��&83��
DSSOLFDWLRQV�WR�%HQWRQ�DQG�<DNLPD�&RXQWLHV���%HQWRQ�&RXQW\��VHUYLQJ�DV�WKH�OHDG�DJHQF\�IRU�
WKH�6WDWH�(QYLURQPHQWDO�3ROLF\�$FW��6(3$���LVVXHG�D�'HWHUPLQDWLRQ�RI�6LJQLILFDQFH�RQ�
-XQH�����������

7KH�1DWLRQDO�(QYLURQPHQWDO�3ROLF\�$FW��1(3$������8�6��&RGH�>86&@�6HFWLRQ������HW�VHT���
UHTXLUHV�IHGHUDO�DJHQFLHV�WR�SUHSDUH�DQG�PDNH�SXEOLF�DQ�(,6�IRU�PDMRU�IHGHUDO�DFWLRQV�RU�
GHFLVLRQV�WKDW�FRXOG�VLJQLILFDQWO\�DIIHFW�WKH�TXDOLW\�RI�WKH�KXPDQ�HQYLURQPHQW��LQFOXGLQJ�WKH�
QDWXUDO�DQG�SK\VLFDO�HQYLURQPHQW���%HQWRQ�&RXQW\��DV�WKH�OHDG�DJHQF\�IRU�6(3$��PD\�DGRSW�
HQYLURQPHQWDO�DQDO\VLV�SUHSDUHG�XQGHU�1(3$��

7KH�:DVKLQJWRQ�6WDWH�(QYLURQPHQWDO�3ROLF\�$FW�UHTXLUHV�WKDW�DQ�HQYLURQPHQWDO�LPSDFW�
VWDWHPHQW�EH�SUHSDUHG�RQ�SURSRVDOV�IRU�OHJLVODWLRQ�DQG�RWKHU�PDMRU�DFWLRQV�KDYLQJ�D�
SUREDEOH�VLJQLILFDQW��DGYHUVH�HQYLURQPHQWDO�LPSDFW��
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7KLV�(,6�SURYLGHV�HQYLURQPHQWDO�LQIRUPDWLRQ�WR�WKH�SXEOLF�DQG�WR�IHGHUDO��VWDWH��DQG�ORFDO�
DJHQFLHV��RIILFLDOV��DQG�GHFLVLRQ�PDNHUV�UHJDUGLQJ�WKH�HIIHFWV�RI�WKH�SURSRVHG�DFWLRQ���7KH�
)LQDO�(,6�ZLOO�UHVSRQG�WR�SXEOLF�DQG�DJHQF\�FRPPHQWV�RQ�WKLV�'UDIW�(,6���,W�PD\�DOVR�
SURYLGH�QHFHVVDU\�FODULILFDWLRQV��HODERUDWLRQ��DQG�UHYLVLRQV�WR�WKLV�GUDIW��

%3$�ZLOO�FRQVLGHU�WKH�LQIRUPDWLRQ�LQ�WKLV�(,6��SXEOLF�FRPPHQWV��DQG�RWKHU�IDFWRUV�ZKHQ�
GHFLGLQJ�ZKHWKHU�WR�SXUFKDVH�SRZHU�IURP�WKH�SURSRVHG�ZLQG�SURMHFW�DQG�WUDQVPLW�LW�RYHU�
%3$�WUDQVPLVVLRQ�OLQHV���%HQWRQ�DQG�<DNLPD�&RXQW\�3ODQQLQJ�'HSDUWPHQWV�ZLOO�FRQVLGHU�
LQIRUPDWLRQ�LQ�WKLV�(,6�ZKHQ�GHFLGLQJ�ZKHWKHU�WR�JUDQW�&83V�DQG�DOORZ�WKH�SURSRVHG�
SURMHFW�WR�EH�GHYHORSHG��

%3$·V�SURSRVHG�DFWLRQ�LV�WKH�H[HFXWLRQ�RI�SRZHU�SXUFKDVH�DQG�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�DQG�JHQHUDWLRQ�
LQWHUFRQQHFWLRQ�DJUHHPHQWV�WR�DFTXLUH�DQG�WUDQVPLW�XS�WR����D0:1��XS�WR�DERXW�����0:��RI�
RXWSXW�IURP�WKH�SURSRVHG�0DLGHQ�:LQG�)DUP��ZKLFK�ZRXOG�EH�GHYHORSHG�WR�JHQHUDWH�XS�WR�
����0:���%HQWRQ�DQG�<DNLPD�&RXQWLHV·�SURSRVHG�DFWLRQ�LV�WR�JUDQW�&RQGLWLRQDO�8VH�3HUPLWV�
�&83V��DQG�RWKHU�UHTXLUHG�SHUPLWV�IRU�IXOO�EXLOG�RXW�RI�WKH�SURMHFW��ZKLFK�ZRXOG�UHTXLUH�
FRQVWUXFWLRQ�RI�XS�WR�����ZLQG�WXUELQHV�IRU�D�����0:�SURMHFW��

7KLV�(,6�HYDOXDWHV�WZR�DOWHUQDWLYHV³WKH�3URSRVHG�$FWLRQ��ZKLFK�PHDQV�WKDW�SDUW�RU�DOO�RI�
WKH�SURSRVHG�SURMHFW�ZRXOG�EH�EXLOW��DQG�1R�$FWLRQ���%3$�ZRXOG�QRW�SXUFKDVH�RU�WUDQVPLW�
SRZHU�IURP�WKH�SURMHFW�XQGHU�WKH�1R�$FWLRQ�$OWHUQDWLYH�DQG�LW�LV�WKHUHIRUH�OLNHO\�WKDW�WKH�
SURMHFW�ZRXOG�QRW�EH�FRQVWUXFWHG��

Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action 
7KH�QHHG�IRU�WKH�SURSRVHG�DFWLRQ�DULVHV�SULPDULO\�IURP�%3$·V�VWDWXWRU\�REOLJDWLRQV�DQG�
SODQQLQJ�GLUHFWLYHV���%3$�PD\�QHHG�WR�DFTXLUH�DGGLWLRQDO�SRZHU�JHQHUDWLRQ�UHVRXUFHV�LQ�
RUGHU�WR�PHHW�WKH�SURMHFWHG�HOHFWULF�SRZHU�UHTXLUHPHQWV��L�H���ORDGV��RI�LWV�FXVWRPHUV��DV�
UHTXLUHG�E\�WKH�1RUWKZHVW�3RZHU�$FW���%3$�DOVR�PD\�QHHG�WR�DFTXLUH�SRZHU�IURP�
UHQHZDEOH�UHVRXUFHV�LQ�RUGHU�WR�FRPSO\�ZLWK�WKH�1RUWKZHVW�3RZHU�$FW��WKH�3UHVLGHQW·V�
1DWLRQDO�(QHUJ\�3ROLF\��DQG�%3$·V�RZQ�SODQQLQJ�GRFXPHQWV���)LQDOO\��%3$�PD\�QHHG�WR�
VSHFLILFDOO\�DFTXLUH�SRZHU�IURP�ZLQG�UHVRXUFHV�WR�KHOS�PHHW�LWV�VWDWXWRU\�REOLJDWLRQV�XQGHU�
WKH�1RUWKZHVW�3RZHU�$FW�DQG�FRQIRUP�ZLWK�JRDOV�LQ�WKH�3UHVLGHQW·V�1DWLRQDO�(QHUJ\�3ROLF\��

7KH�SXUSRVHV��L�H���REMHFWLYHV��RI�WKH�SURSRVHG�DFWLRQ�DUH�WR��

• $FTXLUH�ZLQG�SRZHU�WR�IXOILOO�%3$·V�REOLJDWLRQV�XQGHU�WKH�1RUWKZHVW�3RZHU�$FW�
UHJDUGLQJ�WKH�DFTXLVLWLRQ�RI�DGGLWLRQDO�SRZHU�JHQHUDWLRQ�UHVRXUFHV�DQG�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�
UHQHZDEOH�HQHUJ\�UHVRXUFHV�

• )XUWKHU�WKH�REMHFWLYHV�RI�WKH�3UHVLGHQW·V�1DWLRQDO�(QHUJ\�3ROLF\�WR�GLYHUVLI\�HQHUJ\�
VRXUFHV�E\�PDNLQJ�JUHDWHU�XVH�RI�QRQK\GURHOHFWULF�UHQHZDEOH�VRXUFHV�VXFK�DV�ZLQG�
SRZHU�

• 3URWHFW�%3$�DQG�LWV�FXVWRPHUV�DJDLQVW�ULVN�RI�SRZHU�RXWDJHV�E\�GLYHUVLI\LQJ�%3$·V�
HQHUJ\�VXSSOLHV�

������������������������������������������������������
1 Average MW or “aMW” indicates the average amount of energy supplied over a specified period of time, in contrast to “MW,” 
which indicates the maximum or peak output that can be supplied for a short period.  Wind projects only generate power when 
the wind is sufficient to operate the turbines.  In general, wind projects operate about one-quarter to one-third of the time ( it 
varies in different locations), so a wind project with a capacity of 150 to 200 MW would generate about 50 aMW. 
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• 0HHW�JURZLQJ�FXVWRPHU�GHPDQG�IRU�HQHUJ\�IURP�UHQHZDEOH�HQHUJ\�UHVRXUFHV�

• (QVXUH�FRQVLVWHQF\�ZLWK�WKH�UHVRXUFH�DFTXLVLWLRQ�VWUDWHJ\�RI�%3$·V�5HVRXUFH�3URJUDPV�
DQG�%XVLQHVV�3ODQ�

• )XUWKHU�WKH�REMHFWLYH�RI�%3$·V�3%/�6WUDWHJLF�3ODQ�WR�LQFUHDVH�WKH�DPRXQW�RI�UHQHZDEOH�
HQHUJ\�UHVRXUFHV�XQGHU�FRQWUDFW�DQG�WR�HYDOXDWH�LVVXHV�RI�LQWHJUDWLRQ�DQG�RSHUDWLRQ�RI�
ZLQG�UHVRXUFHV�

• 5HVSRQG�WR�WKH�SURMHFW�GHYHORSHU·V�DSSOLFDWLRQ�WR�%3$�IRU�WKH�SXUFKDVH�DQG�WUDQVPLVVLRQ�
RI�SRZHU�JHQHUDWHG�E\�ZLQG�WXUELQHV�DW�WKH�SURSRVHG�0DLGHQ�:LQG�)DUP�VLWH��

Description of Proposed Project 
:DVKLQJWRQ�:LQGV�,QF��SURSRVHV�WR�FRQVWUXFW�DQG�RSHUDWH�XS�WR�����PHJDZDWWV��0:��RI�
ZLQG�JHQHUDWLRQ�RQ�SULYDWHO\��DQG�SXEOLFO\�RZQHG�SURSHUW\�LQ�%HQWRQ�DQG�<DNLPD�
&RXQWLHV��:DVKLQJWRQ���7KLV�(,6�HYDOXDWHV�WKH�HQYLURQPHQWDO�HIIHFWV�RI�%3$·V�3URSRVHG�
$FWLRQ�WR�H[HFXWH�SRZHU�SXUFKDVH�DQG�LQWHUFRQQHFWLRQ�DJUHHPHQWV�IRU�WKH�SXUSRVH�RI�
DFTXLULQJ�XS�WR����DYHUDJH�PHJDZDWWV��D0:���XS�WR�DERXW�����0:��RI�WKH�SURMHFW�
GHYHORSHU·V�SURSRVHG�0DLGHQ�:LQG�)DUP���7KH�SURMHFW�GHYHORSHU�KDV�UHTXHVWHG�D�&83�IRU�
XS�WR�����0:���$OWKRXJK�WKH�IXOO�����0:�RI�SRZHU�PD\�RU�PD\�QRW�EH�FRQVWUXFWHG��WKLV�(,6�
HYDOXDWHV�LPSDFWV�IURP�IXOO�EXLOG�RXW�RI�WKH�SURMHFW��

7KH�SURMHFW�ZRXOG�EH�ORFDWHG�DERXW����PLOHV�QRUWKHDVW�RI�6XQQ\VLGH�LQ�WKH�5DWWOHVQDNH�+LOOV�
DQG�ZRXOG�RFFXS\�DSSUR[LPDWHO\�����DFUHV�RI�ODQG���$SSUR[LPDWHO\�������DFUHV�ZRXOG�EH�
WHPSRUDULO\�RFFXSLHG�GXULQJ�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�E\�IDFLOLWLHV�VXFK�DV�VWDJLQJ�DUHDV��HTXLSPHQW�
OD\GRZQ�DUHDV��DQG�URFN�TXDUULHV���([FHSW�IRU�SRUWLRQV�RI�WZR�VHFWLRQV�RI�ODQG�RZQHG�E\�WKH�
:DVKLQJWRQ�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�1DWXUDO�5HVRXUFHV��'15���WKH�SURMHFW�ZRXOG�EH�FRQVWUXFWHG�RQ�
SULYDWHO\�RZQHG�IDUP�DQG�UDQFK�ODQG�LQ�%HQWRQ�DQG�<DNLPD�&RXQWLHV��

7KH�PDMRU�IDFLOLWLHV�RI�WKH�SURMHFW�LQFOXGH�XS�WR�����ZLQG�WXUELQHV�ZLWK�VPDOO�WUDQVIRUPHUV�DW�
WKH�EDVH�RI�HDFK�WXUELQH�WRZHU��XQGHUJURXQG�DQG�RYHUKHDG�FROOHFWRU�FDEOHV��DFFHVV�URDGV��XS�
WR�WZR�VXEVWDWLRQV��XS�WR�WKUHH�RSHUDWLRQ�DQG�PDLQWHQDQFH�EXLOGLQJV��D�SRWHQWLDO���PLOH�
����NLORYROW��N9��WUDQVPLVVLRQ�OLQH��DQG�XS�WR�IRXU�PHWHRURORJLFDO�WRZHUV��VHH�)LJXUH����������
&RQVWUXFWLRQ�RI�WKH�SURMHFW�FRXOG�EHJLQ�LQ�VXPPHU�������ZLWK�DW�OHDVW�SDUWLDO�SRZHU�
JHQHUDWLRQ�H[SHFWHG�DV�HDUO\�DV�ZLQWHU�������������&RQVWUXFWLRQ�RI�WKH�IXOO�SURMHFW�ZRXOG�
WDNH�DERXW�QLQH�PRQWKV��

Wind Turbines 
8S�WR�����ZLQG�WXUELQHV�ZRXOG�EH�DUUDQJHG�LQ�QXPHURXV�¶¶VWULQJV··�IRU�D�PD[LPXP�RI�DERXW�
���WRWDO�PLOHV�RI�WXUELQH�VWULQJV���7KH�KHLJKW�RI�WKH�WXUELQHV�ZRXOG�UDQJH�IURP�DERXW�����IHHW�
WR�����IHHW��GHSHQGLQJ�RQ�WKH�WXUELQH�VL]H�VHOHFWHG���7KH�SURMHFW�GHYHORSHU�ZRXOG�VHOHFW�D�
VLQJOH�ZLQG�WXUELQH�GHVLJQ�IURP�D�UDQJH�RI�WXUELQHV�WKDW�SURGXFH�����NLORZDWW��N:��WR�
������N:�RXWSXW�HDFK���,I�������N:�WXUELQHV������IHHW�KLJK��ZHUH�XVHG������WXUELQHV�ZRXOG�
EH�FRQVWUXFWHG���,I�����N:�WXUELQHV��DERXW�����IHHW�KLJK��ZHUH�XVHG������WXUELQHV�ZRXOG�EH�
FRQVWUXFWHG���7KLV�(,6�HYDOXDWHV�WKLV�ODWWHU�VFHQDULR�EHFDXVH�LW�UHSUHVHQWV�WKH�PD[LPXP�
QXPEHU�RI�WXUELQHV��DQG�WKH�PD[LPXP�HQYLURQPHQWDO�LPSDFW�SRWHQWLDO�RI�WKH�SURMHFW��
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7KH�WXUELQH�W\SH�OLNHO\�WR�EH�XVHG�LV�DQ�XSZLQG��GXDO�VSHHG�WXUELQH��L�H���WKH�QDFHOOH�ZRXOG�
PRYH�VR�WKDW�WKH�URWRU�DOZD\V�IDFHV�XSZLQG�DQG�WXUQV�DW�RQH�RI�WZR�VSHHGV��GHSHQGLQJ�RQ�
WKH�FXUUHQW�ZLQG�VSHHG����7KH�W\SLFDO�UDQJH�RI�ZLQG�VSHHGV�IRU�WKHVH�WXUELQHV�WR�RSHUDWH�LV���
WR����PLOHV�SHU�KRXU��PSK����$W�KLJKHU�VSHHGV�WKH�WXUELQHV�DXWRPDWLFDOO\�VWRS�WR�DYRLG�
GDPDJH��DQG�UHPDLQ�VWDWLRQDU\�XQWLO�WKH�ZLQG�VORZV��

:LQG�WXUELQHV�FRQVLVW�RI�WKH�IRXQGDWLRQ��WRZHU��QDFHOOH��DQG�URWRU��KXE�DQG�WKUHH�URWRU�
EODGHV����7KH�QDFHOOH�LV�PRXQWHG�DW�WKH�WRS�RI�WKH�WRZHU�DQG�KRXVHV�WKH�JHDUER[�DQG�
JHQHUDWRU���7KH�URWRU�DWWDFKHV�WR�WKH�QDFHOOH���7KH�QHZHU�JHQHUDWLRQ�ZLQG�WXUELQHV�KDYH�
URWRUV�WKDW�PDNH�RQH�UHYROXWLRQ�DSSUR[LPDWHO\�HYHU\�����VHFRQGV��ZKLFK�LQFUHDVHV�WKH�EODGH�
YLVLELOLW\�WR�ELUGV�FRPSDUHG�WR�WKH�ROG��IDVWHU�PRYLQJ�WXUELQH�PRGHOV���1HZHU�WXUELQH�
PRGHOV�DOVR�XVH�WXEXODU�WRZHUV�LQVWHDG�RI�ODWWLFH�WRZHUV�WR�HOLPLQDWH�SHUFKLQJ�RSSRUWXQLWLHV�
IRU�ELUGV��

7KH�WRZHUV�ZRXOG�EH�SDLQWHG�QHXWUDO�JUD\�RU�RII�ZKLWH�WR�EH�YLVXDOO\�OHVV�REWUXVLYH���6RPH�
RI�WKH�WRZHUV�ZRXOG�EH�IXUQLVKHG�ZLWK�REVWUXFWLRQ�OLJKWLQJ�DW�WKH�WRS�RI�WKH�QDFHOOH�IRU�
DLUFUDIW�VDIHW\���7KH�QXPEHU�RI�ZLQG�WXUELQHV�ZLWK�OLJKWV�DQG�WKH�W\SH�RI�OLJKWLQJ�ZRXOG�EH�
GHWHUPLQHG�LQ�FRQVXOWDWLRQ�ZLWK�WKH�)HGHUDO�$YLDWLRQ�$GPLQLVWUDWLRQ��)$$���

:LQG�WXUELQH�IRXQGDWLRQV�PRVW�OLNHO\�ZRXOG�EH�FDLVVRQ�W\SH�EXW�SRWHQWLDOO\�FRXOG�EH�D�
VSUHDG�IRRWLQJ�W\SH���7KH�W\SH�RI�IRXQGDWLRQ�ZRXOG�EH�GHWHUPLQHG�EDVHG�RQ�VLWH�
JHRWHFKQLFDO�VWXG\�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DIWHU�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�ELGV�DUH�UHFHLYHG�DQG�HYDOXDWHG��

Electrical System 
7KH�SURMHFW�GHYHORSHU�ZRXOG�EXLOG�DQG�PDLQWDLQ�RQH��IRU�D����D0:�SURMHFW��RU�WZR��IRU�D�
ODUJHU�SURMHFW��IHQFHG�VXEVWDWLRQ�VLWHV�RFFXS\LQJ�XS�WR���DFUHV�HDFK���7KH�VLWHV�ZRXOG�EH�
JUDYHO�H[FHSW�IRU�FRQFUHWH�SDGV�XQGHUQHDWK�WUDQVIRUPHU�DQG�VZLWFKLQJ�HTXLSPHQW���
7UDQVIRUPHUV�ZRXOG�EH�QRQSRO\FKORULQDWHG�ELSKHQ\O��3&%��RLO�ILOOHG�W\SHV��

(OHFWULF�OLQHV�ZRXOG�EH�LQVWDOOHG�WR�FRQQHFW�WKH�WXUELQHV�DQG�WXUELQH�VWULQJV���7KH�LQLWLDO�VWDJH�
RI�WKH�SURMHFW�ZRXOG�EH�FRQQHFWHG�WKURXJK�WKH�SURMHFW·V�ZHVWHUQ�VXEVWDWLRQ�WR�%3$·V�H[LVWLQJ�
%LJ�(GG\�0LGZD\�����N9�WUDQVPLVVLRQ�OLQH�WKDW�FURVVHV�WKH�QRUWKZHVW�SRUWLRQ�RI�WKH�VWXG\�
DUHD���7KH�PRVW�OLNHO\�LQWHUFRQQHFWLRQ�RSWLRQ�IRU�VXEVHTXHQW�VWDJHV�ZRXOG�EH�WR�EXLOG�D�QHZ�
��PLOH�����N9�WUDQVPLVVLRQ�OLQH�IURP�D�VHFRQG�VXEVWDWLRQ�LQ�WKH�HDVWHUQ�SRUWLRQ�RI�WKH�
SURMHFW�VLWH�WR�LQWHUFRQQHFW�ZLWK�%3$·V�%LJ�(GG\�0LGZD\�����N9�WUDQVPLVVLRQ�OLQH��

Meteorological Towers 
0HWHRURORJLFDO��PHW��WRZHUV�DUH�XVHG�WR�PHDVXUH�ZLQG�FRQGLWLRQV���7KH\�DUH�VOHQGHU�VWHHO�
WRZHUV�DSSUR[LPDWHO\�����IHHW�KLJK���7KHVH�WRZHUV�XVXDOO\�KDYH���RU���DQHPRPHWHUV�WR�
UHFRUG�ZLQG�VSHHGV�DW�VHYHUDO�HOHYDWLRQV���7KHUH�LV�RQH�PHW�WRZHU�FXUUHQWO\�RQ�WKH�SURMHFW�
VLWH�DQG�WZR�RU�WKUHH�DGGLWLRQDO�PHW�WRZHUV�ZRXOG�EH�LQVWDOOHG�IRU�WKH�SURMHFW���7KH�PHW�
WRZHUV�ZRXOG�EH�FRQVWUXFWHG�XSZLQG�RI�WXUELQH�VWULQJV�RU�JURXSV�RI�WXUELQH�VWULQJV�WR�
PRQLWRU�ZLQG�VWUHQJWKV�DV�SDUW�RI�WKH�SURFHVV�XVHG�WR�FRQILUP�WXUELQH�SHUIRUPDQFH��

Access Roads 
7KH�ZHVWHUQ�HQG�RI�WKH�VWXG\�DUHD�LQ�<DNLPD�&RXQW\�LV�DFFHVVLEOH�YLD�,QWHUVWDWH�����6WDWH�
5RXWH������DQG�/HZDQGRZVNL�5RDG��WKHQ�YLD�SULYDWH�UDQFK�URDGV���7KH�HDVWHUQ�SRUWLRQ�RI�WKH�
VWXG\�DUHD�LQ�%HQWRQ�&RXQW\�LV�DFFHVVLEOH�YLD�,QWHUVWDWH�����1RUWK�*DS�5RDG��DQG�RWKHU�UXUDO�
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URDGV���7KH�SURMHFW�ZRXOG�LQFOXGH�LPSURYLQJ�H[LVWLQJ�SULYDWH�URDGV�DQG�FRQVWUXFWLQJ�QHZ�
JUDYHO�URDGV�RQ�SULYDWH�SURSHUW\�WR�SURYLGH�DFFHVV�IRU�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�YHKLFOHV�DQG�HTXLSPHQW���
8S�WR������PLOHV�RI�H[LVWLQJ�SULYDWH�URDGV�ZRXOG�QHHG�WR�EH�LPSURYHG�DQG�XS�WR������PLOHV�
RI�QHZ�URDGV�ZRXOG�EH�FRQVWUXFWHG��

Operation and Maintenance Buildings 
8S�WR�WKUHH�SHUPDQHQW�2	0�IDFLOLWLHV�ZRXOG�EH�FRQVWUXFWHG�RQ�WKH�SURMHFW�VLWH���(DFK�2	0�
EXLOGLQJ�ZRXOG�EH�DSSUR[LPDWHO\��������VTXDUH�IHHW��LQFOXGLQJ�DQ�RIILFH�DQG�ZRUNVKRS�DUHD��
UHVWURRP��DQG�NLWFKHQ�IDFLOLW\���7KH�2	0�EXLOGLQJV��LQFOXGLQJ�SDUNLQJ��ZRXOG�EH�RQ���DFUH�
VLWHV��

Temporary Staging Areas 
'XULQJ�ZLQG�WXUELQH�LQVWDOODWLRQ��VHYHUDO�WHPSRUDU\�OD\GRZQ�RU�VWDJLQJ�DUHDV�ZRXOG�EH�
UHTXLUHG���'HSHQGLQJ�RQ�WKH�VL]H�RI�WKH�SURMHFW��WKHVH�DUHDV�ZRXOG�LQFOXGH�XS�WR�WZR����DFUH�
PDLQ�VWDJLQJ�DUHDV�DQG�XS�WR������DFUH�LQWHUPHGLDWH�VWDJLQJ�DUHDV�ZKHUH�WRZHU�VHFWLRQV��
QDFHOOHV��DQG�RWKHU�FRPSRQHQWV�ZRXOG�EH�WHPSRUDULO\�VWRUHG�DV�HDFK�ZLQG�WXUELQH�VWULQJ�LV�
FRQVWUXFWHG���,Q�JHQHUDO��D���DFUH�OD\GRZQ�VWDJLQJ�DUHD�ZRXOG�EH�UHTXLUHG�IRU�HDFK�JURXS�RI�
���WR����WXUELQHV���$IWHU�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�KDV�EHHQ�FRPSOHWHG��OD\GRZQ�DQG�VWDJLQJ�DUHDV�ZRXOG�
EH�JUDGHG�DQG�UHVHHGHG�WR�ZKHDW�RU�QDWLYH�JUDVVHV�DV�QHFHVVDU\�WR�UHVWRUH�WKH�DUHD�DV�FORVH�
DV�SRVVLEOH�WR�LWV�RULJLQDO�FRQGLWLRQ��

Quarry Sites/Concrete Batch Plants 
7ZR�TXDUU\�VLWHV�ZLWK�FRQFUHWH�EDWFK�SODQWV�ZRXOG�EH�QHHGHG���7KH�HDVWHUQ�TXDUU\�SLW�
DOUHDG\�H[LVWV�DQG�WKH�ZHVWHUQ�TXDUU\�ZRXOG�QHHG�WR�EH�GHYHORSHG���7KH�TXDUULHV�FRXOG�
SRVVLEO\�SURYLGH�DOO�WKH�JUDYHO�VXSSOLHV�IRU�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�RI�WKH�SURMHFW���$SSUR[LPDWHO\�
��DFUHV�ZRXOG�EH�QHHGHG�IRU�HDFK�TXDUU\�DQG�DQFLOODU\�IDFLOLW\���7KH�VLWHV�ZRXOG�LQFOXGH�WKH�
TXDUU\��UDZ�PDWHULDO�VWRFNSLOHV��IRU�H[DPSOH��VDQG�DQG�JUDYHO��FRQFUHWH�DJJUHJDWHV���D�
PRELOH�FUXVKHU�IRU�WKH�FRQFUHWH�EDWFK�SODQW��D�GLHVHO�JHQHUDWRU��SDUNLQJ��VWRUDJH��DQG�D�
VHWWOLQJ�SRQG��

Employment 
7KH�SURMHFW�GHYHORSHU�DQWLFLSDWHV�WKDW�DERXW�����ZRUNHUV�ZRXOG�EH�HPSOR\HG�IRU�DSSUR[�
LPDWHO\���PRQWKV�WR�FRQVWUXFW�WKH�IDFLOLWLHV���$�SHDN�ZRUNIRUFH�RI�XS�WR�����ZRUNHUV�ZRXOG�
EH�RQVLWH�GXULQJ�DQ�HVWLPDWHG���PRQWK�SHDN�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�SHULRG���&RQVWUXFWLRQ�ZRUNHUV�
ZRXOG�EH�HPSOR\HHV�RI�YDULRXV�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�DQG�HTXLSPHQW�PDQXIDFWXULQJ�FRPSDQLHV�
XQGHU�FRQWUDFW�WR�WKH�SURMHFW�GHYHORSHU��

8S�WR����SHUPDQHQW�IXOO�WLPH�VWDII�ZRXOG�EH�HPSOR\HG�GXULQJ�RSHUDWLRQ�RI�WKH�SURMHFW���
0RVW�RI�WKH�2	0�VWDII�ZRXOG�OLNHO\�EH�KLUHG�ORFDOO\���2QH�RU�WZR�VXSHUYLVRUV�ZLWK�
H[SHULHQFH�DW�RWKHU�ZLQG�WXUELQH�SURMHFWV�ZRXOG�VXSHUYLVH�WKH�2	0�VWDII��

Decommissioning 
)RU�ILQDQFLDO�HYDOXDWLRQ�DQG�FRQWUDFWXDO�SXUSRVHV��WKH�SURMHFW�LV�DVVXPHG�WR�KDYH�D�XVHIXO�
OLIH�RI����\HDUV���7KH�WUHQG�LQ�WKH�ZLQG�HQHUJ\�LQGXVWU\�KDV�EHHQ�WR�´UHSRZHUµ�ROGHU�ZLQG�
HQHUJ\�SURMHFWV�E\�XSJUDGLQJ�HTXLSPHQW�ZLWK�PRUH�HIILFLHQW�WXUELQHV���,W�LV�OLNHO\�WKDW�WKH�
SURMHFW�ZRXOG�EH�XSJUDGHG�ZLWK�PRUH�HIILFLHQW�HTXLSPHQW�DQG�FRXOG�KDYH�D�XVHIXO�OLIH�IDU�
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ORQJHU�WKDQ����\HDUV���%3$�ZRXOG�KDYH�WKH�RSWLRQ�WR�H[WHQG�LWV�SRZHU�SXUFKDVH�DJUHHPHQW�
DW�WKDW�WLPH���,I�WKH�SURMHFW�ZHUH�WHUPLQDWHG��WKH�SURMHFW�GHYHORSHU�ZRXOG�UHTXHVW�WKH�
QHFHVVDU\�DXWKRUL]DWLRQV�IURP�WKH�DSSURSULDWH�UHJXODWRU\�DJHQFLHV�DQG�ODQGRZQHUV�WR�
GHFRPPLVVLRQ�WKH�IDFLOLWLHV���$OO�IDFLOLWLHV�ZRXOG�EH�UHPRYHG�WR�D�GHSWK�RI���IHHW�EHORZ�JUDGH�
DQG�XQVDOYDJHDEOH�PDWHULDO�ZRXOG�EH�GLVSRVHG�RI�DW�DXWKRUL]HG�VLWHV���7KH�VRLO�VXUIDFH�
ZRXOG�EH�UHVWRUHG�DV�FORVH�DV�SRVVLEOH�WR�LWV�RULJLQDO�FRQGLWLRQ��RU�WR�PDWFK�WKH�FXUUHQW�ODQG�
XVH���5HFODPDWLRQ�SURFHGXUHV�ZRXOG�EH�EDVHG�RQ�VLWH�VSHFLILF�UHTXLUHPHQWV�DQG�WHFKQLTXHV�
FRPPRQO\�HPSOR\HG�DW�WKH�WLPH�WKH�DUHD�ZRXOG�EH�UHFODLPHG��

No Action Alternative 
8QGHU�WKH�1R�$FWLRQ�$OWHUQDWLYH��%3$�ZRXOG�QRW�SXUFKDVH�RU�WUDQVPLW�SRZHU�IURP�WKH�
SURSRVHG�SURMHFW���7KHUHIRUH��LW�LV�OLNHO\�WKDW�WKH�SURMHFW�ZRXOG�QRW�EH�FRQVWUXFWHG�RU�
RSHUDWHG��DQG�WKH�SRWHQWLDO�HQYLURQPHQWDO�LPSDFWV�DVVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�WKH�SURSRVHG�SURMHFW�
ZRXOG�QRW�RFFXU���+RZHYHU��LW�DOVR�LV�OLNHO\�WKDW�WKH�UHJLRQ·V�QHHG�IRU�SRZHU�ZRXOG�EH�
DGGUHVVHG�WKURXJK�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�RWKHU�JHQHUDWLRQ�WR�SURYLGH�XS�WR�����0:��DERXW�
����D0:��RI�FDSDFLW\�WKDW�ZRXOG�KDYH�EHHQ�SURYLGHG�E\�WKH�SURSRVHG�SURMHFW��

Preferred Alternative 
%3$·V�SUHIHUUHG�DOWHUQDWLYH�LV�WKH�SURSRVHG�DFWLRQ�WR�H[HFXWH�SRZHU�SXUFKDVH�DQG�FRQVWUXF�
WLRQ�DQG�LQWHUFRQQHFWLRQ�DJUHHPHQWV�WR�DFTXLUH�DQG�WUDQVPLW�XS�WR����D0:�RI�RXWSXW�IURP�
WKH�SURMHFW�GHYHORSHU·V�SURSRVHG�0DLGHQ�:LQG�)DUP���7KH�SURSRVHG�SURMHFW�LV�WKH�RQO\�
DOWHUQDWLYH�WKDW�PHHWV�WKH�XQGHUO\LQJ�QHHG�IRU�WKH�DFWLRQ�DQG�EHVW�PHHWV�WKH�SXUSRVHV�RI�WKH�
DFWLRQ��

Potential Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
7DEOH�6���SURYLGHV�D�VXPPDU\�RI�WKH�SRWHQWLDO�HQYLURQPHQWDO�LPSDFWV�RI�FRQVWUXFWLQJ��
RSHUDWLQJ��DQG�GHFRPPLVVLRQLQJ�WKH�SURSRVHG�0DLGHQ�:LQG�)DUP���0LWLJDWLRQ�PHDVXUHV�
DUH�LQFOXGHG�DQG��LQ�PRVW�FDVHV��LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�RI�WKHVH�PHDVXUHV��RU�RWKHU�VWDQGDUG�GHVLJQ�
DQG�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�SUDFWLFHV��ZRXOG�UHGXFH�WKH�SRWHQWLDO�LPSDFWV�RI�WKH�SURMHFW�WR�D�ORZ�OHYHO���
6LJQLILFDQW�DQG�XQDYRLGDEOH�DGYHUVH�LPSDFWV�KDYH�EHHQ�LGHQWLILHG�IRU����YLVXDO�UHVRXUFHV�
GXH�WR�WKH�FKDQJH�LQ�WKH�YLVXDO�HQYLURQPHQW�UHVXOWLQJ�IURP�ZLQG�WXUELQHV�EHLQJ�SODFHG�
DORQJ�WKH�ULGJHWRSV�RI�WKH�5DWWOHVQDNH�+LOOV�����IHUUXJLQRXV�KDZN��D�IHGHUDO�VSHFLHV�RI�
FRQFHUQ�DQG�VWDWH�WKUHDWHQHG�VSHFLHV��LI�WKLV�VSHFLHV�ZHUH�WR�EH�KDUPHG�E\�RSHUDWLRQ�RI�WKH�
ZLQG�WXUELQHV��DQG����ODQG�XVH�FRQIOLFWV�ZLWK�VHQVLWLYH�UHVHDUFK�IDFLOLWLHV�RQ�WKH�+DQIRUG�
5HVHUYDWLRQ��LI�RSHUDWLRQ�RI�WKH�SURMHFW�FDXVHG�HQRXJK�VHLVPLF�YLEUDWLRQ�DQG�DFRXVWLF�QRLVH�
WR�GLVUXSW�WKH�IDFLOLWLHV��

�
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TABLE S-1 
Potential Impacts and Mitigation of the Proposed Maiden Wind Farm 

Potential Impact 

Impact 
Level 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Proposed Mitigation Measures 
(4) = Standard design and/or construction measures proposed as  

part of the project to reduce potential impacts 
(Y) = Additional mitigation proposed to further reduce potential impacts 

Residual 
Impacts 

After 
Mitigation 

1.  Land Use and Recreation 

Construction    

During construction, about 1,063 acres of land would be altered 
temporarily, interfering with existing agricultural uses. 

Moderate A. Coordinate construction activities with landowners to minimize 
interference with agricultural uses.  Regrade and reseed all areas 
impacted by temporary project facilities such as quarries, 
laydown areas, and staging areas to restore them as close as 
possible to their original condition and land uses.  (4) 

Low to 
Moderate 

Existing land use on the proposed 8-acre quarry site would be 
altered until the land recovered.  

Low B. The Benton County Mineral Resources ordinance requires that 
the quarry site be compatible with existing land uses and that the 
site be restored as close as possible to its original condition when 
the quarry is closed.  (4) 

Low 

The science program operations of the Laser Interferometer 
Gravitational-Wave Observatory (LIGO) and the Battelle 
Gravitational Research Observatory (BGRO) on the Hanford Site 
could potentially be adversely impacted by project construction 
activities (e.g., blasting for foundations and quarry operations), 
estimated to last about one-half of the construction period. 

Moderate 
to High 

C. Notify the facilities in advance of construction activities with the 
potential to cause significant vibration or noise.  (Y) 

Low 

No designated public recreational facilities exist in the study area.  
Limited temporary impacts to private landowner-approved activities 
such as hunting or photography could occur during project 
construction. 

Low None necessary. Low 

Operation and Maintenance    

Project facilities (including roads) would result in permanent change 
in land use of about 251 acres of land from agriculture to energy 
production. 

Low None necessary. Low 

Landowners, including Washington State Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR), would receive compensation for the use of their 
property through a lease agreement with the project developer. 

Low None necessary. Low 

Less than 100 acres of Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) 
contracts would be terminated where permanent project facilities 
would be located.  

Low D. Proposed mitigation measures for vegetation and wildlife impacts 
include enhancing, protecting, and creating additional natural 
habitat on existing private lands, particularly CRP land, near the 
project site.  See 2.A. below.  (Y) 

Low 
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TABLE S-1 
Potential Impacts and Mitigation of the Proposed Maiden Wind Farm 

Potential Impact 

Impact 
Level 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Proposed Mitigation Measures 
(4) = Standard design and/or construction measures proposed as  

part of the project to reduce potential impacts 
(Y) = Additional mitigation proposed to further reduce potential impacts 

Residual 
Impacts 

After 
Mitigation 

There is a slight possibility that placement of wind turbines or 
operation of the electronic equipment associated with the wind 
turbines could adversely affect several radio towers and 
communication facilities located along the ridgetop of the 
Rattlesnake Hills. 

Low to 
High 

E. Site wind turbines out of the signal paths of existing radio and 
telecommunications towers.  (Y) 

Low 

The scientific programs at the LIGO and BGRO facilities on the 
Hanford Site could potentially be adversely impacted by seismic 
vibrations and acoustic noise from operation of the wind turbines.  
Such an impact is not expected due to the expected low levels of 
vibration that would be generated by the project and the distance 
between the project and these facilities. 

Low  
to High 

F. A seismic study will be completed in consultation with the 
facilities prior to construction to determine whether operation of 
the proposed project would disrupt the research facilities.  
Results of the study will be discussed in the Final EIS.  (Y) 

Low 
to High 

Beneficial impacts could occur from increased access provided by 
roads constructed or improved for the project. 

Low None necessary. Low 

No designated public recreational facilities exist in the study area.  
Minor temporary modifications of activities allowed at landowner 
discretion, such as hunting or photography, could occur during 
project operation. 

Low None necessary. Low 

Decommissioning    

No land use or recreation impacts would result from 
decommissioning the project.  Acreage containing project facilities 
could be returned to pre-project agricultural uses. 

None None necessary. None 

2.  Vegetation  

Construction    

Approximately 57.5 acres of priority shrub-steppe habitat would be 
permanently displaced by project facilities and 174.4 acres would be 
temporarily impacted by project construction activities. 

Low to  
Moderate 

Low 

Approximately 12.2 acres of priority lithosol habitat would be 
permanently impacted and 50.9 acres temporarily impacted by 
project facilities. 

High 

A. Total acres of steppe habitat types impacted would be replaced 
or enhanced in similar proportions at a ratio of 3:1 by either 
enhancing local CRP lands to facilitate their recovery to high-
quality steppe habitat, or by creating steppe habitat from nearby 
agriculture lands by reclaiming them with native grass and shrub 
species.  In selecting mitigation areas, priority may be given to 
areas with remnant lithosol habitat, as lithosol is extremely 
difficult to replicate, as well as areas that would best enhance 
reproductive rates of wildlife species likely to be impacted by the 
project.  Any enhanced or replacement acres would be protected 
for the life of the project from development, grazing, or 
conversion to other habitat types.  (Y) 

Moderate 
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TABLE S-1 
Potential Impacts and Mitigation of the Proposed Maiden Wind Farm 

Potential Impact 

Impact 
Level 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Proposed Mitigation Measures 
(4) = Standard design and/or construction measures proposed as  

part of the project to reduce potential impacts 
(Y) = Additional mitigation proposed to further reduce potential impacts 

Residual 
Impacts 

After 
Mitigation 

Improvements to the existing access road along Sulphur Creek 
would impact less than 5 percent of the priority riparian habitat in 
the study area. 

Low B. Prior to the start of construction, convene a Site Management 
Plan Team (SMPT) to prepare a Site Management Plan (SMP).  
The SMPT would include representatives from the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS), Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (WDFW), Washington Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR), BPA, county representatives, landowners, and the project 
developer.  The role of the SMPT would be to 1) protect the 
natural and agricultural resources identified in this EIS during 
construction by minimizing the areal extent and pattern of 
construction activities to that necessary for the efficient conduct 
of construction operations; 2) protect sensitive and unique 
species and habitats; and 3) assure the effective implementation 
of the standard design and construction measures proposed as 
part of the project, as well as mitigation measures included both 
during and post-construction.  (Y) 

 The SMP would include provisions for: 

1) the siting of towers to minimize impacts on lithosol and rare 
plant communities; 

2) the design and implementation of a fire management and 
erosion control program/procedures; 

3) the location and physical marking of the boundaries of 
project storage and staging areas and soil deposition sites; 

4) procedures to keep the site clean daily of unconstrained 
project waste and toxics (petroleum products, paper, cans, 
materials remnants etc.) designate areas, and provide 
facilities and procedures for safe storage of toxic and 
hazardous substances;  

5) minimizing the extent of construction related roads and 
access routes; 

6) methods of delineation and marking (i.e. fencing, taping 
flagging) off-limit areas such as sensitive plant communities; 

7) size, location, and type of off-site habitat enhancement / 
replacement for the estimated 57.5 acres of shrub steppe 
and 12.2 acres of lithosol permanently impacted by the 
project;  

8) selecting recipient sites, restoration plans, and protocols for 
the estimated 174.4 acres of shrub-steppe and 50.9 acres of 
lithosol habitat that would be temporarily impacted by project 
construction activities; 

Low 
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TABLE S-1 
Potential Impacts and Mitigation of the Proposed Maiden Wind Farm 

Potential Impact 

Impact 
Level 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Proposed Mitigation Measures 
(4) = Standard design and/or construction measures proposed as  

part of the project to reduce potential impacts 
(Y) = Additional mitigation proposed to further reduce potential impacts 

Residual 
Impacts 

After 
Mitigation 

9) route project access roads to avoid, where possible, adverse 
impacts to sensitive vegetation, including wetlands; 

10) education of the construction work force relative to 
respecting and adhering to the physical boundaries, off-limit 
areas, fire and weed prevention measures etc., of the SMP; 

11) a weed control plan with protocols and procedures, vehicle 
cleaning and parking locations, etc., for minimizing the 
introduction of weed species to the construction site; 

12) a complete site plan for the SMP would be laid out (fenced, 
flagged, taped with use areas designated) on the ground 
prior to the start of construction of any phase of the project.  
(Y) 

C. At the start of construction, the SMPT would be superceded by 
an SMP monitor who would be at the project site daily during 
construction activities.  The monitor would be approved by the 
SMPT and contracted by Benton County with funds provided by 
the project developer.  The monitor’s principal role would be to 
ensure adherence to the provisions of the SMP and keep a daily 
record of activities, decisions, etc. relating to that objective.  SMP 
issues that arise during construction that cannot be resolved on 
site (e.g., interpretation, unforeseen problems, adjustments of 
boundaries) would be resolved between the county and the 
project developer with technical expertise from the appropriate 
SMPT representative when needed.  (Y) 

D. During project construction, Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
would be employed to reduce impacts to adjacent vegetation and 
habitats and to minimize the construction footprint to the extent 
possible.  (4) 

E. Final facility design would be reviewed prior to construction, and 
any proposed disturbance areas that lie outside of the vegetation 
survey corridors would be surveyed for rare plants during the 
appropriate season.  (4) 
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TABLE S-1 
Potential Impacts and Mitigation of the Proposed Maiden Wind Farm 

Potential Impact 

Impact 
Level 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Proposed Mitigation Measures 
(4) = Standard design and/or construction measures proposed as  

part of the project to reduce potential impacts 
(Y) = Additional mitigation proposed to further reduce potential impacts 

Residual 
Impacts 

After 
Mitigation 

The introduction of new noxious weed species could occur from 
construction equipment, vehicles, and worker’s boots transporting 
seeds onto the project site.  Once established in an area, negative 
impacts can include the following: 

• Loss of wildlife habitat 
• Alteration of wetland and riparian functions 
• Reduction in livestock forage and crop production 
• Displacement of native plant species 
• Reduction in plant diversity 
• Changes plant community functions 
• Increased soil erosion and sedimentation 
• Control and eradication costs to local communities 
• Reduction in land value.�

Low to 
High 

F. Prior to construction, a noxious weed control plan would be 
developed in consultation with local county weed control boards.  
The plan would be implemented over the life of the project.  The 
plan would include specific measures such as the following: 

• Clean construction vehicles prior to bringing them to the 
project site. 

• Revegetate habitats temporarily disturbed as quickly as 
practicable with native species to minimize habitat (disturbed 
areas) for noxious weed invasion. 

• Actively control noxious weeds that have established 
themselves.  Coordinate with the local county weed control 
boards regarding what control measures are most effective 
and coordinate with the appropriate agencies on how to avoid 
impacts to special status plants as a result of weed control 
measures.  (Y) 

Low to High 

Ground disturbance would cause direct adverse impacts to about 8 
percent of the total individuals contained in three Columbia 
milkvetch populations, a federal species of concern and Washington 
threatened species.  Indirect impacts from changes in noxious weed 
densities and fire frequency patterns could also occur. 

Low G. As required by the SMPT, prior to construction, the population 
boundaries of special status plants would be flagged or fenced to 
facilitate avoidance, and construction personnel would be 
instructed to completely avoid these marked areas wherever 
possible.  During construction, the SMP monitor would inspect 
the populations to confirm that flagging and/or fencing is intact, 
and that construction activities avoid these sites to the extent 
possible.  (Y) 

Low 

Ground disturbance would cause direct adverse impacts to about 28 
percent of the Snake River cryptantha, a Washington sensitive 
species, in the study area.  If noxious weed densities were 
increased, an indirect adverse impact to this species could occur. 

Low None specifically, but implementation of measures described above 
would reduce impacts. 

Low 

Ground disturbance would cause direct adverse impacts to about 11 
percent of the predicted population of Rickard’s Idaho milkvetch, a 
Washington Review Group 1 species.  

Low None specifically, but implementation of measures described above 
would reduce impacts. 

Low 

Ground disturbance related to construction would likely directly 
impact two state watch list species—rosy balsamroot and curvepod 
milkvetch.  

Low None specifically, but implementation of measures described above 
would reduce impacts. 

Low 

Operation and Maintenance     

Vehicles and workers could introduce and/or spread noxious weeds 
in the study area. 

Low to 
High 

Implement the noxious weed control plan described in 2.F., above. Low to High 
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Potential Impacts and Mitigation of the Proposed Maiden Wind Farm 

Potential Impact 

Impact 
Level 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Proposed Mitigation Measures 
(4) = Standard design and/or construction measures proposed as  

part of the project to reduce potential impacts 
(Y) = Additional mitigation proposed to further reduce potential impacts 

Residual 
Impacts 

After 
Mitigation 

Decommissioning    

Decommissioning impacts would be similar to construction impacts 
but lower, assuming that all access roads remain in place.  Vehicles 
would travel on established roadways, which would not impact 
vegetation, except for the possible introduction and/or spread of 
noxious weeds.  Vegetation around facilities to be removed would 
likely be impacted to the same extent as described for construction. 

Low H. Remove facilities to a depth of 3 feet below grade and restore the 
soil surface as close as possible to its original condition, or to 
match the current land use.  Reclamation procedures would be 
based on site-specific requirements and techniques commonly 
employed at the time the area would be reclaimed, and would 
likely include regrading, adding topsoil, and revegetating all 
disturbed areas.  Roads would be reclaimed or left in place based 
on landowner preference.  (4) 

�

3.  Wildlife 

Construction     

Approximately 414 acres of native habitat (nonagricultural land) 
would be temporarily removed or damaged during project 
construction.  See Vegetation section, above, for specific mitigation. 

Low to  
High 

Low to 
Moderate 

Bald eagle, a federal- and state-threatened species, is a possible 
rare migrant in the study area but has not been documented and is 
not expected to occur in the study area on a regular basis. 

Low Low 

Peregrine falcon, a federal species of concern and Washington 
endangered species, is a rare migrant through the study area.  Only 
two individuals were observed in the study area during surveys. 

Low Low 

Golden eagle, a Washington candidate species, is a rare migrant 
and possible winter resident in the study area.  One golden eagle 
was observed in the study area during fall surveys.  They have also 
been documented on the nearby ALE during the winter in low 
numbers.  They are not expected to occur in the study area on a 
regular basis. 

Low 

A. As discussed in 2.B. above, prior to the start of construction, 
convene a Site Management Plan Team (SMPT) to prepare a 
Site Management Plan (SMP).  The SMP would include 
provisions for: 

1) placement of towers the minimum distance from raptor 
nesting sites according to WDFW Management Plan criteria;  

2) maintaining reasonable driving speeds so as not to harass or 
accidentally strike wildlife; 

3) methods of delineation and marking (i.e. fencing, taping 
flagging) off-limit areas such as sensitive plant communities 
and raptor nest sites; 

4) if any new nesting, denning, or otherwise sensitive wildlife 
sites are located during construction, these areas would be 
mapped, marked, and included in the off-limit areas; 

5) seasonal timing of construction to avoid, as best practicable, 
the courting, nesting and breeding season of sensitive avi-
fauna; 

Low 
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Potential Impact 

Impact 
Level 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Proposed Mitigation Measures 
(4) = Standard design and/or construction measures proposed as  

part of the project to reduce potential impacts 
(Y) = Additional mitigation proposed to further reduce potential impacts 

Residual 
Impacts 

After 
Mitigation 

One merlin, a Washington candidate species, was observed in the 
study area in April 2001, and was likely a migrant.  Merlins are 
considered an uncommon migrant and winter resident on the ALE, 
and occupy riparian areas or migrate along Rattlesnake Ridge.  
There is no suitable nesting habitat in the study area and they are 
considered a rare migrant and/or unlikely winter resident. 

Low 6) a complete site plan for the SMP would be laid out (fenced, 
flagged, taped with use areas designated) on the ground prior 
to the start of construction of any phase of the project.  (Y) 

B. As discussed in 2.C. above, an SMP monitor would be at the 
project site daily during construction activities to ensure 
adherence to the provisions of the SMP and keep a daily record 
of activities, decisions, etc. relating to that objective.  (Y) 

C. Results of the baseline avian surveys would be used to help with 
final project design, turbine siting, and mitigation planning via the 
SMP.  (4) 

Low 

Loggerhead shrike (federal species of concern; Washington 
candidate species), and sage thrasher and sage sparrow 
(Washington candidate species) were observed during surveys and 
are likely breeding residents in the study area. 

Low D. Big sagebrush stands near construction areas that are suitable 
for nesting by loggerhead shrikes, sage thrashers, and sage 
sparrows would be flagged and designated as no disturbance 
zones.  These areas would be flagged as off-limits to disturbance 
by construction personnel.  (Y) 

Low 

Ferruginous hawk, a federal species of concern and Washington 
threatened species, is a breeding resident of the study area, and 
has been observed during surveys.  Four active nests were located 
within 5 miles of the project site, including one within 0.25 mile of a 
proposed turbine string.  Project construction could affect breeding 
ferruginous hawks through disturbance if construction were to occur 
near an active nest.  Nesting and foraging habitat could potentially 
be reduced if ferruginous hawks avoid the area during and after 
project construction. 

Moderate E. The ferruginous hawk nest near the project site would be 
monitored by a wildlife biologist prior to construction to determine 
occupancy and the need for possible construction timing 
restrictions.  If the nest is active, a buffer of at least 0.6 miles, as 
recommended by the Washington State Recovery Plan for 
Ferruginous Hawk (Richardson, 1996), would be established 
around the nest where no construction activity would occur until 
the nest was no longer active.  This area would be flagged as off-
limits to disturbance by construction personnel.  (Y) 

Low 

Two other raptor nests (red-tailed hawk and prairie falcon) within 
0.25 mile of proposed project facilities could be subject to 
disturbance-related impact if they were active during the 
construction period. 

Low F. If other raptor nests are found to be active during the construction 
period, a no-disturbance buffer of 1,000 feet would be marked 
and maintained until the nest was no longer active.  (Y) 

Low 

Temporary loss of elk and mule deer habitat during project 
construction would be approximately 114 acres.  Elk and mule deer 
could also be displaced from the project site due to the influx of 
humans and heavy construction equipment and associated 
disturbance.  

Low None, but implementation of mitigation measures for general wildlife 
species as discussed above would ensure that potential impacts 
would be reduced to the extent possible. 

Low 
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Potential Impact 

Impact 
Level 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Proposed Mitigation Measures 
(4) = Standard design and/or construction measures proposed as  

part of the project to reduce potential impacts 
(Y) = Additional mitigation proposed to further reduce potential impacts 

Residual 
Impacts 

After 
Mitigation 

Construction activities could affect reptiles on the project site 
through loss of habitat and direct mortality of individuals located in 
construction zones.  Excavation for turbine pads, roads, or other 
facilities could kill individuals in underground burrows. 

Low None, but implementation of mitigation measures for general wildlife 
species as discussed above would ensure that potential impacts 
would be reduced to the extent possible. 

Low 

Construction activities in spring could affect birds by causing the 
destruction of a nest with eggs or young (for ground- and shrub-
nesting species).  Construction activity near an active nest or 
primary foraging area could cause birds to be temporarily displaced. 
Breeding effort could also be disturbed and foraging opportunities 
temporarily altered during the construction period. 

Low None, but implementation of mitigation measures for general wildlife 
species as discussed above would ensure that potential impacts 
would be reduced to the extent possible. 

 

Operation and Maintenance    

Approximately 128 acres of native habitat would be permanently 
removed for project facilities.  This area may currently support 
wildlife by providing food, cover, or space for a variety of species.�

Low to 
High 

See 2.A. and 2.B., above, for specific mitigation. Low to 
Moderate 

Ferruginous hawk, a federal species of concern and Washington 
threatened species, is a breeding resident of the study area.  The 
project could result in about one death per year. 

High Moderate to 
High 

Peregrine falcon, a federal species of concern and Washington 
endangered species, is a rare migrant through the study area but 
has a potential risk of collision with wind turbines. 

Low Low 

Golden eagle, a Washington candidate species, is a rare migrant 
and winter resident in the study area and may be at risk of collision 
with wind turbines.  Expected mortality of golden eagle could be as 
high as one per year. 

Low Low 

Loggerhead shrike (a federal species of concern and Washington 
candidate species), sage thrasher, and sage sparrow (Washington 
candidate species) have been observed in spring and summary 
surveys and are likely breeding residents in big sagebrush stands in 
the project area.  They could be at risk of collision with wind 
turbines; however, use estimates for these species are relatively 
low. 

Low 

G. Ferruginous hawk nesting opportunities, as identified by the 
Washington State Recovery Plan for Ferruginous Hawk, would be 
constructed or created in areas of native habitat more than 5 
miles away from the proposed project and any other proposed 
wind plants in the area.  At least three nesting opportunities 
would be created, monitored, and maintained for a minimum of 5 
years for each nest impacted by construction of the project.  The 
location, type of nesting opportunities, and monitoring program 
would be approved by the WDFW.  (Y) 

H. Long term impacts of wind turbines on other raptor nesting/ 
foraging areas would be mitigated by:  1) avoiding placement of 
any facilities within 0.6 mi. of any nest; or 2) placing additional 
nesting structures (3 per existing nest within 0.6 mile of wind 
turbines) in suitable nesting areas at least 1 mile away from any 
wind turbines.  (Y) 

I. Raptor anti-perching devices would be installed on all new 
overhead power line poles within 1 mile of turbine strings to limit 
potential raptor use near the wind turbines.  All power lines would 

Low 
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Potential Impact 

Impact 
Level 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Proposed Mitigation Measures 
(4) = Standard design and/or construction measures proposed as  

part of the project to reduce potential impacts 
(Y) = Additional mitigation proposed to further reduce potential impacts 

Residual 
Impacts 

After 
Mitigation 

With full build-out of the proposed project, a range of 0-9 raptor 
fatalities per year would be expected.  The range of potential bird 
mortality for passerines would be expected to fall between 
approximately 360 and 1565 birds per year.  The per turbine 
mortality rate for all birds would be expected to be between 0.6 and 
2.8 birds per turbine per year. 

Low to  
Moderate 

 

be constructed following Suggested Practices for Raptor 
Protection on Power Lines:  The State of the Art in 1996 (APLIC, 
1996); specifically, conductors would be spaced as 
recommended by the study to minimize the potential for bird 
electrocution.  (4) 

J. A post-construction monitoring program would be developed in 
coordination with the SMPT.  The program would monitor avian 
use of the site and avian and bat mortality using standardized 
carcass searches, and scavenging and searcher efficiency trials 
during the first year of operation of the project.  (Y) 

Other mitigation may be implemented if identified through Section 7 
consultation with the USFWS.  (Y) 

Low to  
Moderate 

Displacement effects may occur to the grassland- and shrub-steppe 
avian species occupying the study area. 

Low to  
Moderate 

See 2.A., above. Low to 
Moderate 

Operations would not affect raptor nests unless there were 
displacement effects that caused raptors to not return to the nests 
close to the project site. 

Low See 2.H-I, above. Low 

Migratory bat species are at risk of collision with wind turbines, most 
likely during migration periods.  Full build-out of the proposed 
project could result in approximately 400 bat fatalities per year.  
Both hoary bats and silver-haired bats, two common fatalities at 
other wind plants, have been recorded on the nearby ALE and are 
expected to migrate through the study area.  No federal or state 
endangered or threatened bats would potentially be affected by the 
project. 

Low  Low 

Vehicle traffic could periodically displace elk and mule deer.  The 
level of use of the project site could be lower during the first few 
years of operation; however, it is likely that over the long-term, elk 
and deer would become accustomed to the project facilities and 
would continue to use the project site. 

Low  Low 
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Potential Impact 

Impact 
Level 

Prior to 
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Proposed Mitigation Measures 
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part of the project to reduce potential impacts 
(Y) = Additional mitigation proposed to further reduce potential impacts 

Residual 
Impacts 

After 
Mitigation 

Decommissioning    

Impacts would be similar to construction impacts but lower, 
assuming that all access roads remain in place.  Vehicles would 
travel on established roadways, which would not impact wildlife 
habitat.  Habitat around facilities to be removed would likely be 
impacted to the same extent as described for construction. 

Low Mitigation for impacts to wildlife would follow procedures in use at the 
time of decommissioning. 

Low 

4.  Visual Resources 

Construction    

Visual impacts resulting from construction activities would be limited 
to the sight of vehicles and equipment used in project construction 
and dust from construction activities. 

Low A. Keep vehicles and equipment on the site and not parked near 
residential or public access areas.  Store equipment and supplies 
out of sight (if practical), and remove damaged or unusable 
equipment.  Control dust by watering.  (4) 

Low 

Operation and Maintenance    

Substantial alteration to the existing visual character and quality of 
the study area would result from installation of the wind turbines 
along the ridgeline and down the slopes of the Rattlesnake Hills. 

Low to 
High 

None available. Low to High 

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) could require as many as 
125 to 175 flashing red (nighttime) and white (daytime) lights on top 
of the wind turbines for aircraft safety.  Although these lights are 
meant to be visible from aircraft and less visible from ground level, 
the presence of these lights could create a substantial change in 
daytime views and the night sky from residential areas and 
roadways, and would add a new source of light and glare. 

Low to 
High 

B. Among the FAA approved lighting devices available, use those 
that are designed to be least visible from the ground level of the 
surrounding landscape.  (Y) 

Low to High 

In the eastern portion of the study area, residents would view the 
wind turbines and associated facilities frequently and for long 
periods of time and could perceive the visual character of the study 
area to be substantially altered, both during the day and at night. 

High None available. High 

Decommissioning    

Visual impacts would be similar to those described for construction 
and would consist primarily of the sight of construction vehicles and 
dust.  The landscape would no longer be impacted by the presence 
of wind turbines and other facilities after the project was 
decommissioned. 

Low Implement mitigation in use at the time of decommissioning, likely to 
be similar to that recommended for construction. 

Low 
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Impact 
Level 

Prior to 
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Proposed Mitigation Measures 
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part of the project to reduce potential impacts 
(Y) = Additional mitigation proposed to further reduce potential impacts 

Residual 
Impacts 

After 
Mitigation 

5.  Cultural Resources 

Construction    

Many of the cultural resources in the study area could be signifi-
cantly and adversely affected by project construction.  However, 
most archaeological sites in the study area are small in size and 
appear to be avoidable with careful siting of project facilities.  
Cultural resources other than archaeological features, such as 
traditional cultural properties (TCPs), may also be present within or 
adjacent to the project site and could be adversely impacted.  
Information provided by the Wanapum elders is strongly suggestive 
that a TCP is present on the ridgetops of the Rattlesnake Hills; 
however, formal oral history investigations with the Yakama Nation 
and Wanapum Band have not yet occurred. 

High A. Mitigation measures would follow procedures outlined in 36 Code 
of Federal Regulations (CFR) 800 and could include 
preconstruction data recovery collections and excavations, and 
monitoring of earth-disturbing construction operations by one or 
more qualified archaeologists and representatives of the affected 
tribes (for areas where buried cultural deposits could be present).  
BPA would adopt mitigation measures in its Record of Decision 
and would develop contracts as necessary to establish a binding 
commitment to implement the mitigation measures.  (Y) 

B. A cultural resources mitigation monitoring plan (CRMMP) could 
be prepared in consultation with the affected tribes, BPA, Benton 
County, and the Washington State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO).  It would provide a detailed plan to guide the 
archaeological and tribal monitoring of earth-disturbing 
construction and would outline specific procedures to be followed 
if unanticipated discoveries were made during construction.  The 
CRMMP would include procedures for issuing stop-work orders to 
construction contractors if discoveries were made and would also 
outline possible mitigation measures (treatment plans) to be 
employed in the event that significant cultural resources were 
discovered.  The CRMMP would include procedures to deal with 
the unanticipated discovery of Native American skeletal remains 
consistent with all applicable state and federal laws and 
regulations.  (Y) 

C. If TCPs are determined to be present, mitigation measures would 
be developed in consultation with the Yakama Nation and 
Wanapum Band.  (Y) 

Low 

Indirect impacts to cultural resources could occur due to vandalism. Low D. The project site is located primarily on fenced private property 
and new access roads would have locked gates and “No 
Trespassing” signs.  (4) 

Low 
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Impact 
Level 

Prior to 
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Residual 
Impacts 

After 
Mitigation 

Operation and Maintenance    

Assuming that resources were identified but significant adverse 
effects were successfully avoided during construction, it is unlikely 
that operation and maintenance activities would result in harm to the 
avoided cultural resources. 

Low None necessary because implementation of a carefully conceived 
CRMMP would further reduce the potential for harmful effects of 
project operation and maintenance. 

Low 

Decommissioning    

Impacts could be the same as those for construction.  Low Implement mitigation in use at the time of decommissioning, likely to 
be similar to that recommended for construction. 

Low 

6.  Noise 

Construction    

Pile driving and blasting, if required, would result in temporary loud 
noise in the study area.  There also would be increased noise from 
rock quarry activities such as crushing; however, the nearest 
residence to a proposed rock quarry is over 2 miles away.  
Construction vehicles traveling on State Route 241 and along 
Lewandowski, Gap, Snipes, Crosby, Crooks, Bennett, and other 
nearby roads would temporarily increase noise levels.  While 
temporary construction noise may be audible and exceed current 
levels, it is exempt from noise limits during daytime hours when 
construction would take place. 

Low A. Limit construction activities within 1 mile of any residence to the 
hours between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.  (Y) 

B. Notify nearby residents of planned unusually noisy construction 
activities (particularly blasting and pile driving) and provide them 
with a contact phone number for the project.  (Y) 

Low 

Operation and Maintenance    

The predicted noise levels from the 900-kW wind turbines proposed 
in the eastern portion of the study area would affect five residences.  
Nighttime noise levels would increase over existing conditions (in a 
range of 21 to 31 dBA).  Nighttime noise levels at one residence 
would also exceed the WAC standard. 

High Low 

Daytime noise levels generated by the wind turbines would not be 
expected to exceed the daytime WAC standard of 60 dBA at any of 
the residences.  Noise levels during the daytime would increase 
over ambient levels from zero up to 27 dBA at residence 5. 

Low to 
High 

C. Remove from the proposed project layout all wind turbines within 
1,000 feet of an existing residence.  (Y) 

D. Conduct an acoustical analysis of the final turbine layout for all 
wind turbines to be located within 1 mile of an existing residence, 
prior to obtaining construction permits from Benton County.  The 
analysis would be conducted using noise level data for the final 
turbine type, size, and layout, and would demonstrate compliance 
with the 10-dBA increase criteria established by the county.  
Additional noise mitigation may require additional setbacks for the 
wind turbines.  (Y) 

Low 
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Decommissioning    

Noise impacts from decommissioning of the project would be similar 
to those during construction.  If roads are left in place, the duration 
of decommissioning noise would be significantly shorter than the 
construction period.  No blasting or pile driving would be required, 
resulting in lower noise levels than for construction. 

Low Implement mitigation in use at the time of decommissioning, likely to 
be similar to that recommended for construction. 

Low 

7.  Water Resources and Wetlands 

Construction    

Surface Water Hydrology:  Construction activities have the potential 
to create temporary and localized alterations to natural drainage 
patterns.  Fourteen access road crossing sites in the study area 
involve Waters of the U.S.  Thirteen road crossings occur at 
intermittent/ephemeral drainages, and one crossing occurs at the 
perennial section of Sulphur Creek. 

Low to  
Moderate 

Low 

Water Quality:  Erosion from earthwork could subsequently create 
sedimentation in surface drainages.  Heavy machinery use may 
increase the risk of gasoline or oil spills, which could also pollute 
waters in the area. 

Low to  
Moderate 

A. Use culverts or hardened ford crossings at all drainage crossings. 
(4) 

B. Maintain natural drainage patterns to the extent practicable.  
Restore slopes and vegetation post-construction.  Locate utility 
crossings to avoid natural drainages to the extent practicable.  
(4) 

C. Comply with federal, state, and local requirements and 
ordinances and implementing BMPs during construction.  The 
developer would obtain a NPDES General Permit for Stormwater 
Discharges associated with Construction Activities from Ecology 
and develop and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP) that would include a variety of BMPs.  BMPs 
include standard approved construction practices and erosion 
management techniques to prevent and control erosion, as 
follows: 

• Minimize vegetation removal. 
• Avoid construction on steep slopes or areas designated as 

having a high susceptibility of erosion. 
• Properly design cut-and-fill slopes. 
• Install roadway drainage to control and disperse runoff; 

ensure that access roads are gravel. 
• Apply erosion control measures such as silt fencing, straw 

mulch, straw bale check dams, and soil stabilizers; reseed 
disturbed areas as required. 

Low 



MAIDEN WIND FARM EIS 

PAGE S-20 SUMMARY 

TABLE S-1 
Potential Impacts and Mitigation of the Proposed Maiden Wind Farm 

Potential Impact 

Impact 
Level 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Proposed Mitigation Measures 
(4) = Standard design and/or construction measures proposed as  

part of the project to reduce potential impacts 
(Y) = Additional mitigation proposed to further reduce potential impacts 

Residual 
Impacts 

After 
Mitigation 

  • Apply stabilization measures such as temporary seeding, 
permanent seeding, vegetative buffer strips and other 
appropriate practices, and structural measures such as silt 
fences, sediment traps, and drainage swales. 

• Minimize construction and increase gravel cover on roads 
during wet weather to reduce potential rutting and soil loss.  
(4)�

�

Water Use: Water would be transported in 5,000-gallon water trucks 
to the project site.  Sources of water for the project have not been 
finalized but include soliciting a holder of an irrigation water right to 
obtain a temporary transfer, and soliciting a well owner with an 
approved water right to apply for a Short-term Use of Water for a 
nonrecurring project.  Other nearby municipal sources of water are 
being evaluated, and appear to be available from the City of 
Sunnyside.  

Low None necessary. Low 

Wetlands:  Improvements to the western access road, including 
installation of a culvert or upgrade to the existing ford, would impact 
the fringe wetland associated with Sulphur Creek (a Category III 
emergent wetland).  Installation of a culvert would disturb 
approximately 180 square feet (0.004 acre) of wetland. 

Moderate D. A permit to fill the Sulphur Creek wetland and Waters of the U.S. 
would be required from ACOE, Ecology, and Yakima County, and 
replacement wetlands or restoration of existing wetlands would 
be provided as specified by these agencies.  A mitigation plan 
describing proposed replacement/restoration would be prepared 
and submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), the 
state of Washington, and Yakima County for their approval, and 
this mitigation plan would be implemented.  (Y) 

Moderate 

Operation and Maintenance    

Surface Water Hydrology:  New permanent structures such as tower 
foundations and operation and maintenance (O&M) buildings would 
slightly increase the amount of impervious surface area and alter 
runoff rates and patterns. 

Low E. Construct permanent drainage and erosion control facilities, as 
necessary, to allow permanent stormwater passage without 
damaging the roads or adjacent areas and without increasing 
sedimentation and runoff to intermittent streams that flow to the 
Yakima River.  (4) 

Low 

Water Quality:  The O&M buildings would provide potable drinking 
water and restrooms.  An onsite septic field would be developed for 
each facility and would be located according to guidelines provided 
by the county. 

Low F. Develop an onsite septic field for each operation and 
maintenance facility and locate according to guidelines provided 
by the county.  (4) 

Low 
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Potential Impact 

Impact 
Level 

Prior to 
Mitigation 

Proposed Mitigation Measures 
(4) = Standard design and/or construction measures proposed as  

part of the project to reduce potential impacts 
(Y) = Additional mitigation proposed to further reduce potential impacts 

Residual 
Impacts 

After 
Mitigation 

Water Use:  The only water normally required for project operation 
would be a maximum of 5,000 gallons per day for all three O&M 
facilities for lavatory and kitchen uses by maintenance employees.  
Occasional turbine blade washing might be conducted. 

Low None necessary. Low 

Wetlands:  Road maintenance activities, such as periodic grading, 
are not anticipated to have a measurable effect on Sulphur Creek. 

Low See 7.C., above.  Low 

Decommissioning    

Impacts would be similar to those described for construction 
impacts; however, existing roads would be used for 
decommissioning activities, thereby reducing soil-disturbing activity.  
Less water would be used because concrete foundations would not 
be constructed and access roads would likely remain in place.  Up 
to 5,000 gallons of water used per day at the O&M facilities would 
be abandoned. 

Low See 2.H., above.  Implement mitigation in use at the time of 
decommissioning, likely to be similar to that recommended for 
construction. 

Low 

8.  Transportation and Traffic 

Construction    

Some vehicles would likely have a gross vehicle weight (GVW) of 
more than 80,000 pounds (maximum legal load limit) when fully 
loaded. 

Construction vehicles would use Benton County paved roads (Gap, 
Hinzerling, Snipes, and Crosby), in addition to portions of Rothrock, 
Bennett, Rotha, Crooks, Jones, and Missimer Roads, which are all 
gravel.  None of these county roads were built to withstand the 
proposed loads.  Some or all of these roads may need to be 
upgraded to support construction vehicles. 

Moderate 
to High 

A. Prior to construction, the project developer would coordinate with 
Yakima and Benton Counties to determine road capacity limits, 
obtain any necessary overweight permits, and agree on other 
steps to accommodate overweight loads or avoid road damage.  
(4) 

B. Prior to construction, the project developer and a representative 
of the County Public Works Department would videotape any 
county roads proposed to be used.  A written agreement would 
be established between both Benton and Yakima Counties and 
the project developer and construction contractor stating that all 
roads would be restored to the same or better condition than they 
were before construction.  (Y) 

Low 
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Potential Impact 

Impact 
Level 
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Residual 
Impacts 
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Mitigation 

The total number of one-way construction vehicle trips would be no 
more than 100 trips per day estimated to be divided between the 
western and eastern entrances to the project site (State Route [SR] 
241 to the west and Gap Road to the east). 

Using an estimated 1.3 persons per vehicle average automobile 
occupancy rate, 538 daily trips and 269 p.m. peak hour trips would 
be generated by the construction workforce during the 4-month 
peak period.  Level of service (LOS) C and better is the estimated 
level of service for a peak hour impacting the local roadways. 

Low C. The project developer and/or construction contractor would 
prepare a construction traffic control plan and construction 
management plan to address timing of heavy equipment and 
material deliveries, signage, lighting, traffic control device 
placement, dust and noise control, and the establishment of work 
hours outside of peak traffic periods.  Methods for mitigating 
potential traffic impacts could include such activities as stationing 
flag persons at the access roads into the site, and placing 
advance warning flashes, flag persons, and signage along the 
roadways.  (4) 

Low 

Operation and Maintenance    

Assuming that each employee drove a personal vehicle to the 
project site every day, there would be approximately 30 daily trips, 
15 of which would occur during the peak time periods.   

Low None necessary due to minimal operation traffic. Low 

The new access roads on private land could provide a long-term 
benefit to landowners and would provide increased access for 
emergency vehicles. 

Low None necessary. Low 

Decommissioning    

Impacts would be similar to those for construction; however, 
assuming that the roadways would remain in place, heavy vehicle 
trips would consist primarily of transporter trucks carrying wind 
turbines and transformers and the resulting workforce and vehicle 
trips would be considerably smaller. 

Low Implement mitigation in use at the time of decommissioning, likely to 
be similar to that recommended for construction. 

Low 

9.  Geology, Seismicity, and Near-Surface Soils 

Construction    

Geologic Formations: Construction of the project would alter the 
landscape with cuts-and-fills for roadways, installation of 
underground power lines, and leveling for turbine foundations. 

Low A. Use of standard engineering practices in accordance with the 
Uniform Building Code (UBC) (as discussed below for impacts to 
near-surface soils) would reduce impacts to a low level.  (4) 

Low 

The use of an existing quarry and development of a new quarry  
would temporarily alter the topography at these sites. 

Low to  
Moderate 

B. No additional mitigation beyond requirements of land use permit 
and reclamation plan. 

Low 

Slope Stability:  Steep slopes and landslide-prone areas are present 
in the study area.  Historical landslide activity has been identified in 
localized areas in the greater project vicinity. 

Low None necessary because project facilities would not be located in 
historical or potential landslide locations. 

Low 
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After 
Mitigation 

Near-Surface Soils:  Erosion potential in the study area is typically 
moderate to high with the presence of existing vegetation.  Due to 
steady, high wind speed, areas of vegetation removal would expose 
soils to accelerated water and wind erosion until stabilized.  
Repeated equipment and haul truck traffic could cause soil 
compaction over a limited area. 

Low to  
Moderate 

C. Roads would be designed by a licensed professional engineer 
and the turbine foundations would be designed and engineered 
according to the Uniform Building Code.  Standard approved 
construction practices and erosion management techniques (also 
addressed in 7.C., above)  would be employed to prevent and 
control erosion, including: 

• Minimizing vegetation removal 
• Avoiding construction on steep slopes or areas designated as 

having a high susceptibility of erosion 
• Properly designing cut-and-fill slopes 
• Installing roadway drainage to control and disperse runoff; 

ensuring that access roads contain pervious, gravel surfaces 
• Applying erosion control measures such as silt fencing, straw 

mulch, straw bale check dams, and soil stabilizers, as well as 
reseeding disturbed areas as required 

• Apply stabilization measures such as temporary seeding, 
permanent seeding, vegetative buffer strips and other 
appropriate practices, and structural measures such as silt 
fences, sediment traps, and drainage swales. 

• Minimizing construction and increasing gravel cover on roads 
during wet weather to reduce potential rutting and soil loss. 

In addition, haul truck traffic would be limited to improved road 
surfaces, minimizing soil compaction and disturbances.  The 
project developer would comply with all land use permit 
requirements.  (4) 

Low 

Gravel Resources:  Impacts from gravel production at each quarry 
site would include temporary disturbance of land within the 8-acre 
area.  Specifically, areas in the vicinity of the batch plant, crusher, 
stockpiles, and along access roads would be disturbed.  Other 
impacts would include increased soil compaction potential due to 
haul trucks, and dust production from the crusher operation and 
truck traffic. 

Low to  
Moderate 

D. Reclaim (restore) all disturbed areas at quarry sites at the 
completion of construction activities as outlined in a DNR/ Benton 
County-approved reclamation plan (Y) 

E. Use water trucks to control construction dust at the quarry sites.  
(4) 

Low to 
Moderate 

Operation and Maintenance    

Slightly increased runoff water would be produced due to the 
addition of up to 44.5 miles of gravel access roads and new 
impervious area from turbine pads and operation and maintenance 
buildings. 

Low Same as 7.C., above. Low 
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The project would operate in an area with potential for earthquake 
events that are considered of low risk.  Landslides in steeply-sloped 
areas could be triggered during an earthquake due to ground 
shaking and could potentially impact the project facilities.  However, 
the area is considered to have low to moderate potential for such 
events.  No project facilities would be constructed on historical 
landslide locations.   

Low F. Design all facilities to current seismic standards for the 1997 UBC 
seismic zone 2B.  (4) 

G. Identify slope stability hazards and incorporate into the facility 
design as necessary.  (4) 

Low 

Decommissioning    

Impacts would be similar to those described for construction.  Due 
to steady, high wind speed, areas of project facility removal would 
expose soils to accelerated water and wind erosion until stabilized.  
Repeated equipment and haul truck traffic would cause negligible 
soil compaction. 

Low See 2.H., above.  Base reclamation procedures on site-specific 
requirements and techniques commonly used at the time of 
decommissioning, and likely to include regrading, topsoiling, and 
revegetation of all disturbed areas.  (4) 

Low 

10.  Socioeconomics and Public Services 

Construction    

Local hiring would depend upon the availability of workers with 
appropriate skills, but up to half of the projected peak construction 
workforce of 350 workers could be local. 

Beneficial None necessary. Beneficial 

Increased purchase of goods and services and increased property 
tax revenues could result from a slight increase in local population if 
workers outside the area were hired. 

Beneficial None necessary. Beneficial 

There would be no human health or environmental impacts on 
minority and low-income populations because the project would be 
located on private property and not in the vicinity of any low-income 
or minority populations.  These individuals could experience a 
beneficial impact from construction of the project if they became 
part of the workforce. 

No Impact None necessary. No Impact 

Up to 88 temporary housing units could be required if up to 50 
percent of construction workers were hired locally. 

No Impact None.  Adequate housing is available in the local communities for 
temporary workers. 

No Impact 

The need for medical and police services at the project site could 
increase during construction as a result of the number of vehicles 
and employees on the site. 

No Impact None.  Adequate public services are available in the greater project 
vicinity.  

No Impact 
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Construction activities could increase the potential for fires due to 
typical construction activities such as installation of electrical 
equipment, increased traffic, and use of vehicles on the project site.  
Portions of the project site are not located in a fire protection district. 

No Impact A. Firefighting services would be provided primarily by the project 
developer so additional firefighting services would not be 
required.  A fire emergency plan would be developed and 
submitted to Benton and Yakima County fire marshals for 
approval and shared with the Hanford Fire Department prior to 
project construction.  See Public Health and Safety Section 12.B. 
below for more information.  (4) 

No Impact 

Operation and Maintenance    

Up to 15 full-time O&M staff would be permanently employed at the 
project site and most would be hired locally. 

Beneficial None necessary. Beneficial 

There would not be human health or environmental impacts on 
minority and low-income populations because the project would be 
located on private property and not in the vicinity of any low-income 
or minority populations.  These individuals could experience a 
beneficial impact from operation of the project if they became part of 
the workforce. 

No Impact None necessary. No Impact 

DNR would receive lease payments from the project developer for 
that portion of the project on DNR lands.  This would result in a 
beneficial impact to local school districts because they would 
receive the income from lease payments. 

Beneficial None necessary. Beneficial 

The assessed value of affected properties would increase when 
project facilities are added, leading to an increased tax base for 
Yakima and Benton Counties. 

Beneficial None necessary. Beneficial 

Full build-out of the project would add about $44 million to the local 
economies of Benton and Yakima Counties in the form of goods 
and services purchased as part of project construction. 

Beneficial None necessary. Beneficial 

The proposed project would require electricity, water, telephone, 
and sewer services, none of which are currently available on the 
project site but are readily available in the greater project vicinity. 

No Impact None Necessary. No Impact 

Impacts to fire, medical, and police services would be similar to 
those described for construction of the proposed project. 

No Impact None necessary. No Impact 

Decommissioning    

Up to 15 full-time jobs created as part of the project would be 
eliminated. 

Adverse None necessary. Adverse 
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Property tax revenues would decrease. Adverse None available. Adverse 

Decommissioning activities would result in temporary construction 
employment similar to that projected for facility construction. 

Beneficial None necessary. Beneficial 

11.  Air Quality 

Construction    

Vehicle emissions would occur from construction vehicles such as 
trucks, bulldozers, and portable cement mixers.  Fugitive dust 
emissions would be caused by disturbing the land for construction 
of project facilities. 

Low A. Prior to construction, submit a dust control plan for approval by 
the Yakima Regional Clean Air Authority (YRCAA) and the 
Benton Clean Air Authority, in accordance with their regulations.  
Implement the plan to reduce the impact of construction dust, 
including watering gravel roads to suppress nuisance levels of 
dust, as appropriate.  (4) 

Low 

Operation and Maintenance    

During operation of the project, limited amounts of fugitive dust 
emissions would be caused by traveling on the gravel access roads. 

Low No additional mitigation necessary. Low 

Decommissioning    

Impacts would be similar to those described for construction. Low Implement mitigation in use at the time of decommissioning, likely to 
be similar to that recommended for construction. 

Low 

12.  Public Health and Safety 

Construction    

Potential health and safety risks to workers include risk of electric 
shock from electrical equipment and power lines; fire hazards; 
hazardous materials spills (for example, fuel tanks); and injury 
associated with the use of heavy equipment and installation of 
elevated structures. 

Low to 
Moderate 

A. Prior to construction, require all onsite construction contractors to 
prepare a site health and safety plan before initiating construction 
activities.  The plan would inform employees and others on site 
what to do in case of emergencies, and would include the 
locations of fire extinguishers and nearby hospitals, important 
telephone numbers, and first aid techniques.  The plan would be 
maintained during the life of the project.  Accidental injury would 
be minimized by: 

• Maintaining fencing and access gates around dangerous 
equipment or portions of the site as feasible 

• Posting warning signs near high-voltage equipment 
• Offering specific job-related training to employees, including 

cardiopulmonary resuscitation, first aid, tower climbing, 
rescue techniques, and safety equipment inspection 

• Requiring each worker to be familiar with site safety 

Low 
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  • Assigning safety officers to monitor construction activities and 
methods during each work shift  

• Ensuring that workers on each shift are certified in first aid 
• Ensuring that a well-stocked first-aid supply kit is accessible 

on site at all times and that each worker knows its location 
• Conducting periodic safety meetings for construction and 

maintenance staff. 

B. If indicated, additional prevention measures such as briefings 
with local hospitals and emergency service providers, 
identification of an emergency helicopter or aircraft landing area, 
and coordination with local fire officials, could be included.  (4) 

 

Construction of the proposed project could increase the potential for 
brush fires due to typical construction activities such as installation 
of electrical equipment, increased traffic and use of vehicles on the 
project site, and the addition of up to 350 employees accessing the 
site during construction. 

Low to  
Moderate 

C. Because a significant portion of the proposed project site is not 
currently located within a county fire protection district, a fire 
emergency plan would be developed and submitted to Benton 
and Yakima County fire marshals for approval and shared with 
the Hanford Fire Department prior to project construction.  This 
plan would outline onsite fire prevention and suppression 
methods that would be used during the construction period.  The 
plan would require onsite water tanks containing sufficient water 
to fight grass fires (as determined by the fire districts).  Workers 
would be instructed in basic fire suppression techniques.  Vehicle 
traffic would be limited to access roads and gravel areas, and 
smoking would be allowed only inside vehicles.  (4) 

Low 

Construction activities could result in potential health and safety 
risks to landowners and to the general public (if present) during 
construction. 

Low D. Coordinate construction activities with landowner schedules.  
Unauthorized visitors would be discouraged during construction 
hours by the presence of construction workers, warning signs, 
and gates.  (4) 

Low 

Operation and Maintenance    

Potential risks during operation and maintenance include electric 
shock to workers in the vicinity of electrical equipment and power 
lines; injury related to maintenance of elevated structures such as 
transmission towers that are accessed with ladders or cranes; and 
fire resulting from maintenance activities. 

Low to  
Moderate 

E. Maintain a detailed safety manual and frequent safety meetings 
for operation and maintenance workers.  Avoid contact with 
electrical equipment through facility compliance with building 
codes.  (4) 

F. To prevent unauthorized access to the wind turbines, turbine 
tower doors would be locked and there would be no outside 
ladders on the towers.  The substations would be fenced and 
locked.  (4) 

Low 
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  G. Accidental grass or crop fires during operation of the project 
would be avoided by prevention measures including avoiding 
idling vehicles in grassy areas, and keeping cutting torches and 
similar equipment away from grass.  Similar to the plan prepared 
for construction, a fire emergency plan specifically for operation 
of the project would be developed and submitted to Benton and 
Yakima County fire marshals for approval and shared with the 
Hanford Fire Department.  (4) 

 

Small amounts of fuels (diesel and/or gasoline), lubricating or other 
oils, and possibly small amounts of solvents would be stored onsite 
during operation for use in refueling and maintaining vehicles and 
maintaining wind turbines.  In the event of an accidental hazardous 
materials release, possible impacts to soils, surface and 
groundwater resources, and wildlife could result. 

Low H. Any spills or releases would be cleaned up, and disposed of or 
treated according to applicable regulations.  Accidental releases 
of hazardous materials to the environment would be prevented or 
minimized through the proper containment of oil and fuel in 
storage areas and by locating these facilities away from 
drainages or sensitive resources.  (4) 

Low 

Wind turbines up to 390 feet high could potentially interfere with 
military training flight routes from the Yakima Training Center and 
the Naval Air Station at Whidbey Island. 

Low I. The project developer would submit to the FAA a Notice of 
Proposed Construction or Alteration (Form 7460-1) to determine 
whether the wind turbines could be permitted as airspace 
obstructions.  Lighting of the facilities likely would be required by 
the FAA for aircraft safety.  The FAA may notify responsible 
military branches and request that routes be adjusted.  (4) 

Low 

Power generated by the project would not raise background electric 
and magnetic field (EMF) to levels that would be substantially 
different from existing levels. 

No Impact None necessary. No Impact 

Decommissioning    

Impacts would be similar to those described for construction. Low Implement mitigation in use at the time of decommissioning, likely to 
be similar to that recommended for construction. 

Low 
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